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第1図 両面調整技術の変遷（相模野台地）

















































(MacDonald 1968, Goodyear 1979. Jones 1980など），この意味では必ずしも新規性に富んで
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オルイカ 2遺跡 上幌内モイ遺跡（第 1号石器集中）
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第2図 細石刃石器群（札滑型）の石材消費




























































0 (16) 10cm 
樽口遺跡 (AMS文化層）
第3図 細石刃石器群（白滝型）の石材消費
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Bifacial Reduction Theory and Its Application to Point Industry: 
A Critical Approach 
FUJIYAMA Ryuzo 
This paper examines the influential bifacial reduction theory and its application to the 
prehistoric point industry in the Japanese Archipelago. 
Bifacial reduction theory, which was established in the late 1980s, has been one of the 
major explanatory models among lithic studies. According to this model, bifacial technology 
was considered to involve an economical use of raw material, since bifacially removed flakes 
could also be used as material to make other tols. Consequently, it has been considered as 
a technological adaptation to a highly mobile life-way where raw material procurement was 
unpredictable. Although this model has been widely accepted on both sides of the Pacific, 
the current discussion remains unverified and requires vigorous reexamination. 
After careful verification, the author concluded that the flakes were not systematically 
appropriated for making other tools as was often supposed. Furthermore, bifacial technology 
is rather wasteful and cannot be considered a technological adaptation to highly mo~、ile life-
ways. Considering that bifacial points sometimes appear in less mobile life-ways, the author 
emphasized the importance of raw material abundance rather than its scarcity. It is feasible 
that, in contrast to current scenarios, constant or periodical accessibility to high-quality raw 
material allowed such a wasteful technology. 
Keywords : Lithic study, Bifacial reduction theory, Microblade industry, Point industry. 
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